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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rule aking (the

UNPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. FCC-MAlLROOM
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A . er of

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible Viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what Viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present. .

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agen:cy - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on .
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by SUbstantially raising, costs in two ways: (a) by requiring

. staff,presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raisirlg':co$ts with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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O,o~mel1~ in,iB~sp,qli'~e to Localism-Notlce<of Proposed Rulemaklng
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I submit the following comments in response to the localism Notice of Proposed
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04~233.

Any new FCC rUles, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment righ F~M~~--
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed adVisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who dqn't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station Into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial declsion-making'information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet. the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staffpresence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
pUblic interest.

We urge'the FCC not-l<:> adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rul
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rUles, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights.
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.
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(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional man~ates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who dqn't share their
values could face inc eased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather t an allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibit government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religiou broadcaster, must present.
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(2) The FC must not turn every radio station Into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Pr posed pUblic access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously obje s to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any reU ion.

(3) The Fe must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, esp cially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force re orting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-prote' ed editorial choices.

(4) The FC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automati~lIy barred om routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain Clales of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcaster; . Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their b Iiefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many C ristian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping th electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and s~aller market broadcasters, by SUbstantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence when ver a statiofl is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with th se proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
pUblic interest.' . ..,

I
We urge the FCC nito adopt rules, procedures or policies discussep above.

I

SigAsture i
I

~6 I-~ Kt:;~~rePr~G b
i

Name L(fZ 53~- 7.3/57
Phone

'Fitle:,'(if any)

te)~~JfU\iaation ~it'anY)if,



I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.
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Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed pUblic access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agen'cy - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on '
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings. '

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restric~ing main studio location choices.

, RaisiA9 feasts with' th~se pro~osals would force service cutbacks - and ourtailed service is contrary to the
pUblic inter~st.

We urge the EGC nQt to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed apove.
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Cornm~nt~ In.iRe~ppnseltQ,,~ocalism ,NGti~e of Proposed Rulemaking
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J submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed R
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights.
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a pUblic forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The FirstAmendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain. licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

. .

(5) . Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the. electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising CQ&ts with thl;ise proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed selVice is contrary to the
pUblic interest.

urge the-F.~C not to adept rUles, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulema ing (the \\J\A\LROOM
"NPRM"). released Jan. ~4. 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. . FCC- ,

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First .
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a pUblic forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising oosts with these prop-osars would forGe service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
pUblic interest.

We urge'lthe FCC not to af)iopt,rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulema i~..Q1)lc MA\l-ROOM
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. Ut"~v~v~-:;::~:.::.:--~-

Any new FCC rUles, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, inoluding the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a, broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed pUblic access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally"protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of c~l'tain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many,Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations., Keeping the electricity flOWing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by SUbstantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presenoe when~ver a station is OR the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio looation choices.

, Rai$ing OQ$t~ witf;l th~se prQ'j;losa.ls would forGe seIWice cutbaoks - and-curtailed service is contrary to the
-pUblic intf)fest.

, We urge the FCC notto adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Isubmit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed RU,~~~;mr;'=:':'--~-:
"NPRM"}, released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04~233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who dqn't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particUlarly a religious broadcaster, must present. C

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally~protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically b~rred from (0utine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping th~ eleetricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, b~ substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a =;;tation is on the air, and, -(b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising eosts with thesa';.pr.oposals would force 'service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge, the FOC none, adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed R I~S~\\..~
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. rv~:

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who dqn't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed pUblic access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically t;>arred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves WOllid amount to coercion of
religious broadqasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller marketbroadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main stUdio location choices.
Raising costs With these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest. .

We urge the FOC not to adopt,rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who dQn't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on sl!ch things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a twa-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broaclcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity floWing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff.presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs With these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest. . ..-

We ,urgE1 the FOG not to adopt rules, procedures or policles'discussed above.
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulem
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008. in MB Docket No. 04-233.

,.

Any new FCC rules. policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A n m er of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted. would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share, their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who dqn't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allOWing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits gove~nment, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster. must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do 50 - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially r~ligious' programmin.g, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force repertingQn SUch things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-proteoted"editorial·choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered..renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automati~lIy barred from routlneirenewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
reu'gious, broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Coristian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and,smallerimarket broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence~tw\!\~v~r a-statioli):JS on the ai~ and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with tnese propos~rs would force seMce cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
pUblic interest. ..-

We :urge the FCC not to alliapt rYles, procedures or pelicies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed R
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.
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(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who dqn't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First .
Amendment prohibits government, inclUding the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
partiCUlarly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station Into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion. .

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flOWing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
pUblic interest. ..<

We u(ge the FCC not to adopt rUles, procedures or policies discussed above.
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C-MAILROOM
I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed RUlemak~.(IIl~~~';"'---"""

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules. policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed adVisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who dqn't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radip station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster .
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religiQus programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically bJirred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broad~sters; Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
s.queeze nicheiand'~maller market broadcasters, by SUbstantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff-presence whenever·a .station is on t)1e air and, (b) by further Iies~rictingmain studio location choices.
Raising oosts with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
pUblio Interest. . ..~

We·urge the FCC not to al'lQpt rl1ll'e&, prQ,cedur.es or ~olicles discussed above.
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed ~uleJ(l~i'l9A(tbVll ROOM

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. Fvv-'VI~'I-:
i

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted. would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who dqn't share-their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) . The FCC must not turn every radio station Into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public aCCess requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in whicl1 certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flOWing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest. -'

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed R lemaJhfJ\t~e
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights.
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

2008

.'

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than ,allowing incompatible Viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what Viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly'a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed pUblic access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objeets to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting,pn such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutir,;maIlY"iprotected editorial choiees. .

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automaticallY barred ftom .r,outine renewal application procel?sing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain,classes oftap~licants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious. broadeasters. Those Who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspohd'lto their beliefs' could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters'operate on tigh~-budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the eleotr.ioity flowing is often a challeRge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further

, squ~~ze niche and stimallerlimarket bro~dcpsters, by sub,stantiallY raising ·costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff p'res,~li\ee whene)Jera~~~tion is Oroi the air and, (b) QyJurther restricting main studio location choices.

, Ra1'sJ~~ !t~~~i. With tb~sl; p'r~RCi)Sals :WOl1JJd"fsr.ce service~CbtnbC)cks - and,c~rtailed 'serv.ioe is contrary to the
; pl!lbll~ Ilitte1ie~t. .

: : We 1!l~~~!1t~-,FG~ noUo aq~!i>W'~les, pn0.c.el;i1:1r-es or polieies discussed above.
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(submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Ru makiAljbfth, 2008
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. ,

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. ~'LROOM
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if eMcted, would do so - and must not be adopted. ,

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed adVisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values .could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, inclUding the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn 'every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message., The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals toforc~ reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the,electricity flOWing is often a challenge. ' Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze F1iahe and s/il'ilaller market bro$ldcasters, by sUQstantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
sta~.presemc~ ~il~n~¥e.r ~'$.t~~9n is oQ,the air and, ~b) by' further restricting ~aiA stu~io ~ocation choices.
Rals,lng c~stl?, wlth,t!il~~: P(~p,Q~~:ds w01)lld ·'force service cutbacks - and curtailed service IS contrary to the

. public hilterest. ' . .
..

w~eurge~~: FCC not to acti:5'pt r.l,il~s, pr.ocedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rule iaki6S((.itreViAILROOM
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04~233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, ,would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mand~tes. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who dqn't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits gpvemment, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station Into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even If a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion. '

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision~making information. The choice
ofprogramming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally~protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a tw~tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings;

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flOWing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
pUblic interest.

We..urge the FOC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rul Ji(;rra' :

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. ., I

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM. if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station Into a pUblic forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access reqUirements would do so - even if a religious broadcl:!ster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids Imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages'they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Rai'singl cl!?sts with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.
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We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04~233. ,

Any new FCC rUles, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who dqn't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what Viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed pUblic access requirements'would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious ,programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred ,from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes ofapplioants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious bfoadcasters. Those wop ~tay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flOWing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We ur.ge'tl1e FOC not to adopt rules, proQedures or policies discussed above.

~ ,) :

~~.W!d!ll0
Signature

~~

Date

IAftWf)~_cl~e;
Address

./.,/, f'1,tS~3 --.:501 j../
Phone'

Title (if ahy)

.'Or:~~"AiizanOn (if~any) ".'



:"'~;'"~~~
I ">

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Propose
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04~233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted. would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters. to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who dqn't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster.
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station Into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to for,ce reporting on such thiAgs as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of ,certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flOWing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by SUbstantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raisimg costs with these proPQsals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
pUblic interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules. procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rul
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rUles, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights.
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

AP~'- l~~~
aking (the ROOM
FCC-MA\L
number of

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who dQn't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a twq-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. ThOSe who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they

. correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet. the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by SUbstantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
pUblic interest. ...

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policIes discussed above.
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

I

REGt\V~
APR 1 - 2008

FCC-MAILROOM
Any new FCC rUles, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who dqn't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery .
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is. not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religiol!s broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they'
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising CIJsts with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest. ...

We uCge, the FCC not to apQpt rUles, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed RuJemakin
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

~PR 1
(the MA\LROOM
FCC-

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who dqn't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allOWing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, inclUding the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs iH two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting mairl studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed 'service is contrary to the
public interest.

We ufge the FCC not to ~qopt rules, pr.ocedures or policies discussed ab(;lVe.

Signature
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

APR 7 2008

FCC-MAILROOM
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Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM. if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters. to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who dqn't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster. must present.'

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes (:)f applioants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flOWing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by SUbstantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
pUblic interest. ..

We urge the FOC not to. apopt rules. procedures or policies discussed above.

$ignature

~taf(-rf(. U j) ~ \tV"~&>5T£t{

Name

Title':(if any)
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Date
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed RUIeb!~~~~::':::':"--~
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM~s proposed advisory board proposals would impose such '
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who dqn't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion. .

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programmin,g, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
pr.oposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not e'§tablish a two-tiered renewal system in whiCh certain licensees would be
automatically ~rred fromeroutine·re.new~( applicat,ion,processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain Cla$SieS of applieants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcaster.s. ThOSe wl;Jo stay true to their consciences ~nd present only the messages they
correspond to'their beliefs could ,face 101'1'g, expensive and potentially,ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity f1ow.ing is often a challenge. Yet, tne Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and sma,lIer market broa\!lcasters, by substantially f<ai~ing costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on ,the air and, (b) by further.reslricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks;'" and curtailed service is contrary to the
pUblic interest. . ..,

W~~igge,tlite' FCC ni;lt,tP..jad~pt r\!Jles,-,p((S'€edures OJ'! policies discusse;d above.
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulem~ /<ing (the

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. '.. FCC-MAlLROOM

Any new FCC rUles, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who dqn't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowingmcompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present. '

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed. pUblic access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency.;.. and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review'of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religioUS broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to,their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular'
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet. the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest. ..

We urge the FCC not toadQpl tUles, ,~oce<:iwres or policies discussed abave.

./81() I
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. APR 7 2008,
I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulema ing (the '

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in M6 Docket No. 04~233. '
FCC-MAILROOM

Any new FCC rUles. policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A numoer 01

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do 50 - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations. especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who 'dqn't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
partiCUlarly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision·making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things 'as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally·protected editorial choices. '

(4) The FCC must not establish a tw~tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal applicatkm processing. The pr()posed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flOWing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squee~e niche and smaller market broadcasters, by SUbstantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on tj1e air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force seryice cutbacks - and cur:tailed service is contrary to the
public interest. _

We U(;9.~i~~e F@C nliit tq ac:\QPt rl1lles, p,.f.oe.eduyes or nalicles discussed above.
, .

Si,gnature . ,
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Date '
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulema ing (the '

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. FCC-MAILROOM
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
, people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who dqn't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station Into a public forum where anyone and everyone' has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion. '

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on ~uch things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious oroadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further.
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is On the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest. ' ..

We I:l[~e:the FCC-Ilpt to adQpt rules, pTp'!¢edW~s or policies discussed above.

Sign~ture

DA;gPy" c:-m.sts;;.>.J~=,nJ__
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Propos
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

APR 7 2008

~CC-MA\\.rnOO~
ulemaking (the

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who dqn't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than alloWing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
partiCUlarly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must nat turn every radio station Into a public forum Where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids Imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude an
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flOWing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff pr.esence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
pUblic interest.

We ur.ge the FCC not to ;ad<ppt fl!iles, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rule ~OttMAILROOM
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

, - .. ·..."'r:I'TCr)'l
Any new FCC rUles, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of ,

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who dqn't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyon~ and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrUde on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a twO-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of' applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face lon9, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broaacasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a ~tation is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutpacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest. . ..~

We l,(rg~ -tJ\6 FCC n6t to adopt rUles, procedures or policies discussed above.

Signature
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. I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rule akinif\ffl~ 7 2008
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04~233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. InQGr-MAILROOM '
proposals discussed in the NPRM. if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who dqn't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster. must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station Into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed pUblic access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision~making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally~protected editorial choices. '

(4) The FCC must not establl~h a tw~tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the-Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flOWing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff pr.esence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising Gosts with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest. ..

We urgetpe ECC n\:>1 to a~pt rUles, B,ltocedures or policies discussed above.
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